reviews finds the alien "animal" residing at the heart of the "human" (13) (14) . Most importantly, this escape route from the dichotomy of alienation and association involves substituting another dichotomy between imaginative literature, all playfulness and surprise, and the rigid adherence to a position supposedly found in "science, philosophy, and cultural and critical theory" (16). This dependence on the clear demarcation of the literary sits oddly within a book concerned with connections among scientific, philosophical, and literary writings during a century when distinctions between these categories were not clearly drawn. Despite the connections so well established here between various kinds of text in terms of influence and shared motifs, Brown shows little interest in applying sustained literary analysis to the period's natural history, which did so much to shape changing understandings of animal life, or its philosophy, which in the theory of sympathy developed a new way of understanding human-animal similarity. This admirable study might fruitfully have taken in more of the "imaginary animals" also found outside the realm of the literary as strictly conceived. [and] warn that imperial power poses grave social and moral dangers for the metropole" (18). On the one hand, she concedes that her primary texts do participate in the Othering of the colonial subject. On the other hand, Wallace counters the idea promoted by some postcolonial critics that all writing in this period embraces imperialism and claims that some texts recognize an authentic difference between the European and the Other and even imagine the Other gazing on and assessing the European.
In order to make her argument, Wallace navigates between two sets of poles: Britain's western and eastern empires, and the English and Scottish authors who write about them. In most chapters, she compares and contrasts a work by an English writer with one from a Scottish author, all works popular in their time. In addition, the introduction situates the book between the chronological poles of Aphra Behn's Oroonoko and critiques de livres Robert Louis Stevenson's Master of Ballantrae, which provide epigraphs for all chapters. Throughout Imperial Characters, Wallace works through explicit representations of the empire to uncover the complexities hidden under the surface. Ultimately, this slim volume does not promote any master narrative, but offers a convincing demonstration of the complexity of eighteenth-century views on empire.
In the first chapter, Wallace juxtaposes Alexander Pope's WindsorForest and James Thomson's The Seasons, both poems noted for their internal inconsistency. In contrast to critics who see Windsor-Forest as a celebration of imperialism, Wallace argues that most aspects of the poem expose hidden problems that empire creates in Britain: forests are denuded because the trees have been turned into ships; citizens must be coerced to join the navy; hunting is horrifying and destructive; and Britain has become dependent on foreign products. While (English) Pope is thus consistently critical of empire, (Scottish) Thomson sees redeem ing features. Certainly, the imperial project is problematic because it encourages enslavement and oppression through brute force and leads to the vulgar accumulation of wealth and power. However, Thomson reassures himself by configuring alien races as having savage natures and char acters that must be ameliorated by European intervention in the name of progress.
The ideological positions are somewhat switched in the next chapter: the English is more positive about empire, the Scot more critical. In Daniel Defoe's Colonel Jack and Moll Flanders, exile in the colonies helps the protagonists recuperate their fortunes (and to some extent their morals), though only because they are different from other trans ported convicts. In the end, however, both Moll and Jack want to return to Britain, the only place where they can really achieve the status of leisured gentry. Partly, Wallace argues, this may be because "Defoe anticipates the problems for British imperial ambitions if American colonists become too comfortable, too settled, too independent" (87). In contrast to Defoe, Tobias Smollett proposes in Humphry Clinker that the British should never have colonized America in the first place. For him, America is dangerous because it depopulates Scotland at a time when that country should be rebuilding after the Act of Union and the Jacobite rebellions. Rather than embracing wholesome country life, Smollett's returnees bring vices such as consumerism and mixing of social classes back to Britain.
With Mary Wollstonecraft's Maria, Imperial Characters takes the turn from western to eastern empire, insisting correctly that previous critics have overstated the difference between the two. In Hermsprong and Translation of the Letters of a Hindoo Rajah, Robert Bage and Elizabeth Hamilton introduce indigenous characters who critique reviews Britain from the western and eastern peripheries, respectively. Coming from opposite ends of the political spectrum (Jacobin/anti-Jacobin), both authors still have the same target: "what they perceive as corrupt institutions run by a corrupt class system: the church, the legal system, and the political establishment all come in for criticism" (126). Yet while Bage sees America as a kind of Utopia, Hamilton is caught between two conflicting agendas: exposing imperial corruption while also maintaining that India will benefit from British occupation.
The final chapter is the only one that addresses texts by just one author, Walter Scott's Guy Mannering and The Surgeon's Daughter. In these less frequently studied "Indian" novels, Scott shows how imperial discourse can be both engaging (the East India Company confers status) and manipulative (the East India Company corrupts and compromises character). In the former novel, hybridity is portrayed as enrichment; in the latter, it is titillating, dangerous, and painful. In a kind of Q&A, Guy Mannering proposes that imperialism has benefits for Britain, and The Surgeon's Daughter responds that it will mostly lead to plunder, debasement, and ruin. Furthermore, Scott criticizes not just imperialism but the rhetoric of imperialism, that is, "he shows what happens to national character and national literature when audiences at home succumb to the fictions of empire" (165).
In the end, Imperial Characters leaves the reader with this on-the-onehand/on-the-other-hand oscillation where the primary texts alternately embrace and reject imperialism, showing its benefits and drawbacks in turn. This is somewhat dissatisfying, especially since it makes the juxtaposition of English and Scottish writers seem unnecessary or unmotivated. Similarly, there is no clear rationale for why these particular primary texts were chosen, or discussion of whether they are in any way representative for the period. (There is also no compelling explanation for why Scott gets his own chapter.) In addition, the back and forth suggests that there is no overarching argument tying the texts and chapters together, as does the lack of a concluding chapter.
At the same time, Wallace is successful in what she sets out to do: she certainly demonstrates in sophisticated and careful readings that there is more to eighteenth-century portrayals of the Other in the eastern and western peripheries than stereotypical Orientalism. Her argument is supported by excellent summaries of previous criticism (for example, the quick digest on the ideological position of William Jones [212n54]) and elegantly weaves this criticism into her own interpretations. Perhaps the lack of a grand narrative here is not a flaw, but is meant as a subtle challenge to such narratives about imperialism, and in literary history in general. Finally, in a way the book makes an interesting and overdue move from criticism that focuses on one region (transatlantic critiques de livres or Asian) to a globe-and-empire-encompassing criticism, parallel to the move that historians made to world history some time ago. As such, Imperial Characters deserves praise. In a seminar I taught on eighteenth-century French Orientalism several years ago, a student asked, "But what did the Chinese think about the French?" In this instance, we were discussing the Jesuit missionaries' letters from China, the Lettres édifiantes et curieuses. The class had already read some Oriental tales by Enlightenment philosophers and a few excerpts from their "philosophical histories"; the students had seen portraits of French aristocrats in Turkish dress and photos of various kinds of chinoiserie. From these examples, we could only know about one perspective, directed from France towards the East. As much as I would have liked to provide examples of views that went in the opposite direction, I could think of none. At least, our ignorance of Chinese made it impossible for us to access any academic sources written in that language. While Western scholars such as Jonathan Spence, Susan Naquin, or David Porter have given us wonderfully erudite works about Chinese history or about the influence of Chinese products in Europe, to my knowledge, they have not addressed my student's not unreasonable question about the Chinese perspective on France.
The present volume edited by Jin Lu addresses the very question of the Chinese point of view from the seventeenth to the early twentieth centuries through the eyes of present-day Chinese scholars. For this reason, it is an invaluable resource for students of French literature and comparative literature-or for those who happen to be interested in both French and Chinese cultures. Most articles in this collection are translated by Jin Lu from Chinese to French, with the exception of her own pieces, which are written directly in French, and Gang Song's article, which remains in the original English. We are extremely fortunate that Jin Lu is fluent in all of these languages and is familiar with the different academic systems, because she was able to produce a collection of articles that few others are equipped to do.
